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non-activists; (3) the personality structure of the study groups 
differed along identifiable personality dimensions--activists hai 
hancing behaviorally, and. 


superior ego-strengths; and (5) the values held by activists were 


psychopathology involved in the Black movdment,,nerely personality 
not be, generalized to the entire Black protest sovesent. Data are 
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Abstract 


° 


This study Investigated the personality ‘charactertatics Satuean ‘Black ©. 


activist and non-activist college students. Tre central focus of this seyty 


~ 


‘was to Investigate the need systems and personality styles of students who > - 


participate In protest atoune versus those vino. are non-participants. 
The students who were used in this study were randomly selected from 


100 “students Identified as activist and non-activist by the faculty of 


Mt. San Antonio College. © “4 = See. eects) 


- Major adie emerged from this study vere: (1) the: degree of activism 
was highly eobrulated to high mals concept; (2) non-activist students demon- 
strated a poorer self esteem than activist students; (3) activismwas a result 
of personality differences, : a ee : 
Hopefully, the. results’ from this study will be used to: a understand 
behavior patterns ‘of Black giudantis (2) utilize different techniques In. 


counsel ing activist and ‘non-activist students; (3) to develop a Black psy- 


chology toward understanding Black personal ity styles. 


: . oO » he a 
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; _ AN INVESTIGATION INTO THE PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS | 
Fa a OF BLACK ACTIVISTS AND NON-ACTIVISTS STUDENTS 


i ‘ ar € Ds tS 
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_STATEMENT OF PROBLEM boa. oe 
The psychélogical study of Black people In ‘America has recelved Volumes 


. 


of controversial data (Moyni an; 1966; Jensen, 1969; Grier and tobbs, 1968). 


An area ‘whtele: has received a particulary great deal of. ‘attention has’ been: : » Re 


the study of Black personal Hty characteristics. (Karon, 1958; rardtner, 1968; 


%° 


Price, 1968; Pousslant, 1967) The research of Mack personality has been a # ‘2 


established in the 


‘Poussaint,, 1967; MeClarent. 1962), Black Jearniog patterns pee 1972; is 


Jones, 1972; Jensen, . 1968; ones, 1972), Black de*’ aquency (Axelrod, 1952; 


1972). ae Pin BATES ap Se on Cw, . . 


An area that has received very little attention in research’ has been - 
the personality characteristics of Black activists and non activists students. 
A paucity of research in this ares has consisted. pelaarily of commentary . 
rather objective Investigation: “The lack’ of valid empirical data, has: caused 
an unfortunate intense in rilsunderstanding and confus on rather than a 
_ clear advance in knowledge ‘on the persénality characteristics of Black . 


M 


fa ‘students. In Mieco this, It. Is the purpose of. this ‘study to- Investigate - 
the personality characteristics of Black activists ahd mon-act vists students. es 
-BACKGROUND AND SFONIFICANCE: c3-4 

In recent years, an Anecess ing encunt of psychological research has. basil. 
generated to investigate the psychology" ‘of: Blacks in ‘the United: States (Ce 


“ 


i IWer, 1942) and Black self estes (Secholes, 19653 Kincald, 1969; Nobles, -” . 4 
‘aj 
4 
ard, 1972)... - Impl icity, ‘this approach conceives of a “degree of. homogeneity. 3 
| 
i 


‘or similarity of perceptions, beliefs, not vations, attitudes, which differ- 


entiates Blacks. frompther ethnic or raciat’ groups. The valley of | a 


‘agptoech if Supported: by _soctopsychologtcal studies of racial Sietercnces P ha 
é S52. a fn personat ity ‘characteristles and the problem and nature of the "Black 
2 experience" In the United States | (utitiard, 1972). ° ua ay 


‘ Recently, increased aston ien has been focused on the persohal ity of 


a 


wf 


"Blacks, although much of the work In this area has been speculative, ' ‘ on 
——quatitativer and-theoretical (Clark, 1972). There have: been few veel 
: control led experimental studies of the psychology of Blacks (HII iard, * eS md 
aa Furthermore, the significance of the existing expertaantal research aoa mean 
1 


Is imi ted by both methodoloytest: and theoretical problems (ailHard, 1972). 

| \The most critical methodological problem Is the adequacy of vexper!- ; 

| mena je! control. That is, several. comparative studles ‘of Black and Whites’: 
haiie alled. to equate the groups for ‘such powerful varlables as regions of 
~“gount yiveducation, “and social clavee For instance, Gossack (1957) compared: 
northern “vnites with southern Blacks of ‘lower. socloeconomic class. Obviously, 


. 


. defini tive interpretations of the ReSUT ES: were” limited by the, eimai es 


5.4 4 7 ra 


of the. data. 
4 ~~ Another criticism is that caste Standardized on Whites have been ied = : oe 
‘to measure the. psychologleal health of Blacks (Howard, 1970; Pettigrew, 

1964 4 _ Other” Investigators suggest that. “separate test norms should be . rae. 


: “deve oped for. Blacks and Whites” (HeDonald and. Gynther,, 1962)... Hilltard (1968) 


sts, ‘the frame of reference from which the test: data ts Lateran not 


ome 


ea , t . ae \ 


! 


; inst uentation, te ‘the, baste problem. cae 
2 Perhaps the most ‘neglected, areas In the ‘study ‘of, Black behavior . Is the : 

psy hotoay underty (ng) the Black protest movement. . What causes certain Blacks 
’ to his steuattont Is. this: attributable to sarees differences? If so, “77. 


= wh t € athiological, el reumstances foster the wear a9 of “spher: piyeholssteat” a awe 


. e _ > posture?, How do we aceeiang, for the sak eat form that ‘the | protest or 
submission, takes? 
Psychological studies of Black activists have, for the most part, 
7 focused on the cataivat: of the Black protest and the relationship of Black 


activism to pereonat tty: vartables such. as self concept or aagressiveness. 


(Mosby, 1972). Maliver (1965) tested the relevance of. tthe concept of” 
““Tdenti fication with the aggressor’ to Black, using Sarnoff's (attitude 
ated model. His work In indicates. es (a) t that £ Biacks uith.posttive selfeapettudes 
are more JIikely to have: ‘particlpated in a protest denonstratlon than thoes 
who have’ less positive attitudes, (b) membership in a Black clvil right | 
_ organization (ex. NAACP). is positively correlated with pont tive racial 
attitude, and (c)- ‘students with positive attitudes make significantly more 


; ED st Aes 
ex Spontaneous anti-white remarks and significantly more ‘pro-black remarks, 


, although, this might be an artifact because these subjects express, more racial 
comments eerste Johnson (1969) Indicated that a "militant" ‘interractal 
group has. more’ positive self-attitudes than the general Black populacion: He 
concludes, "this study presents evidence that not all. ‘Negroes have ‘negative 
“ey self’ attitudes and, therefore, further research is needed to differentiate | 
i between different segments of. the Negro community In-terms of acta att tudes." 
However, although there. has been a flurry of Investigations of certain =“ 
aspects of the Black protest movement , this Investigator has. not. found a | 
“single. quark tetva study that compares ‘Black activist and non-activists on a 


sertes. of personal ity dimensions. Ie is the goal of this study, to determine 


«tf ‘there is s syndrome of personal ity characteristics associated with activism 


7 es that differentiates Black activists from non-activists. More specifictally, - 


the focus of his. research. Is to Identify ss sallent traits of activists, and cue 


* Goareclivirt © students. 


\. 
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" PROCEDURES: 
Hilliard (1972) stated that activist students are usually involved in 
some ‘type of activities or PADEase on college campuses. In contrast, non- | 


activist students are not invelwed in protest sroups In view of HiWiard 


definition of activist and non-activist students it >: unreasonable to’ | 


} 
YW 
Pi 
af 3 
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hypothesis that: 
Students who | are activily involved. in protest groups will demonstrate © 
a di fferent scoring pattern on. | personal ity tests. than non-activist 
studentis Rae ae es : S / 
Students who are activist will score higher on such 'personaliiy 
‘varlables as anata Ton, aff iMfation and “dont nance’ than non- 1 ‘ 
activist students. : i | © 
Students who are non-activist will score_higher on personalitv 
variables as achievement, autonomy and. deference, than actly se 
. students. | . 3 
DEFINITION OF TERMS: pee Se ae FF I: m 
“Students who are activist are usually. Involved In a protest group. 
: "Therefore, for the purpose of this study an activist Is: / 
1. Any student who ts a member of the Black Student Union (Bsu), Black 
Student Havenene: (BSH) and " Rights. for Black ‘Student (RFBS) 


/ 


“protest groups. _ te fe 


A non-activist Is any student who does not belong to fany campus 


organization, and has N10 Involvenent ‘with protest groups. (osu, 


BSH AND AFBS). nt . ae a ny. he G 
3. Personality. ‘Is defined as. ‘those Individual distin siand ‘that > ; 
or cee ‘ “determine cred talievive patterns: attitudes and daily activities. 


4. Characteristic (or traits) is a distinctive qualities that certif= 


ate or ‘Adankity ones conduct ar abilities tn a specific area. 


4 a : . ; : re) el e 7 : 7 = . 
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Or Se oe ee ee ie ee 


’ ne ae e i . A @ . ‘ . . : * 
The. Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (Epps, 1959), is a personality 


scal that provides measures of NS, personality variables. The name of the : 


var ables are as fol lows “ Appendix A for definitions) : : ts 
) v= Achievement’ 9. Dominance a 
2. Deference , “en oN 10. Abasement = 
3. Order ha 11. Nurturance 
4, . Exhibition : ae. 4 12. Change 
. 5. Autonomy > 13.. Endurance 
“6. Affiliation “1h. Heterosexual ity 
7. Intraception 15.> egapaee lon 

& 8. Succorance = <*  , ‘ae : 


Pac . 
. 
. 


traits in distinguishing activist from non-activist students. 


CONTRIBUTION OF THE STUDY: : - : a OE ¥ \ 


The major focus of this ‘study shall be to investigate the personal ity . 


This study ‘will use Edwards (1959) definitions of the 15 peisonal ty Re 


difference’ between: activist and ‘non-activist. students. The er Interest zi, 


of this study is to provide scientific validation to the Issues that there are 


‘salient personal tty differences involved in Black protest groups. Hopefully, J 


this study wil! lead to the regent directions and the identification of the 


psychological characteristics ‘of. Black activist: ‘students. f 
The contcibuntine made ‘from this study will be presented to Administrators, | 


Personnel ‘Advisors and Professional groups involved in the. study of human 


° 


; 53 behavior. ~The present study, then, may he viewed as an. initial step ‘in the 


development of an independent Black Psychology, more. specifically, ‘a | psychology 
of Black personality differences. 


* LIMITATIONS OF STUDY: . bie 


a stuty has several. Visit tations sak. perhaps ‘methodological boundartes. 


ay 3 f 


Perhaps, the’ most Amportant’ is the use of pergonaltey. ‘test ‘standardized on 
Whites to: assess Black behavior. deverat writers: (Andrews, 1975, Williams,’ 
1970, Noble, 1972), nave wigrested that Black. behavior can't be assessed by using 
White standardized tests. The wey and relvabil ity, of the WPPS. on Blacks . 


r ae 
. *- sc | . 
- 6 tne s 44 9 ae 
‘ . 5 ame oe 


ce ee 
/ . 


a 
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| Is extrinely low and Hil bard's (1969) stuiy supports this point of view. 


Another limitation of this vtudy is the sample ‘size. Using a small — 


’ 


sample, as this study does, the results can not. be generalized to the entire 


Black protest movement. . (In fact, the results shgald be interpreted only to 


the population that will be Investigated. 
Male and female parttcipatton is another Important varlable that lends ' 


Itself to criticism. The ratlo a “male to female was not equal, “aad data on 


¢ a ‘ 


wev 3 


female: partictpation should be interpreted skeptically,. tf at all. Finally, 
“the social status of families involved Is an important varible.: No :ocial 
backgrourid: Information will be given on family members, making it difficult 


to determine the effect social status has on activist and non-activist 
particltpants. oft sae ; at _ 8 


.f 


In view of the limitations and .boundaries of this study, results should 


' be used only as a.model to stimulate more intensive research on the person- 
a, & te 
ality differences of activist and non-activist Students. 

2! aie ; ‘ 
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The sample for nie sendy: was. selected from a ise’ of 1 100° *Seaaknes 


and second (sophonores) year students attending MT. SAC during the winter: Ex 


‘tzed directions. : . : “ad 


; activist and. non-actIvist students.” 2" aoa z f 


; wal scores. on abasenent, autonony and deference from both groups; (b) attaining 


“Ident I fled | as activists, and 100 students identified as, nonsactivists “by, the” ate wee 


_ faculty ‘Giancieierand adeinistrators): of. Mount San Antonio College , “sac)., a 


rs 
ry 


30 activists and 30 non-actIvists were » randomly selected from the. total, s 0  tM oy, 


population for this study. The entire: sample consisted of first (Freshman) re 
a ae 


quarter: of 1976 academic year. Tere were 25 activists, 25 non-acti vist < 
males, S-activist and 5 non-acttvist females chosen, for this seal: Their 
“age range was from 18-25. The mean age was 21. There were 32 freshmen and. es 


28. sophomores In. the population. : : ; Bian Oe es 


\ 
All subjects were “given the Edfard Personal Preference Schedule (ePPs); 


" to > determine their. individual personal ity ereits. The ‘EPPS “ses administered a S 
by this iia) ait: to all subjects in a group setting according to the: +} 


“directions of Edward's manua!. : Test results were ‘scored according to standard# 


~ 


- 1. Evidence for the first hypothesis + was obtained by we a _conparien. 
“of the mean scores obtained between the two groups; (b)- a 2 compari son of: high’. 


and Tow scores of each. group; (c) a comparison of whitch traits each group 


. ee 


scored high bd: low.. ; re 


. 


2. Evidence for the. ‘second yauedts was obtained by (a) determinigg - 


: “individual ‘scores on aggression, ‘affiliation and déminance from both ortups; > 


(b) attainthg: ‘@ mean score on, these three traits and (c) compare results of PS 


pee 


~ . 
Be 


e Data for the third hypothesis was ; shtnined by (a) determining Individ- .. yey 


a mean score for. the three traits and (c) compare results of activist and | 


ny 


non-aetivist ‘students. oe oN 5. pie es oS ok 


ra ae . y 3 


cok a, Pik 
“Ft ROLISE ee et kee pe 
. ao BONS ye c ‘ . i] ae ‘ Po i eS 
ae i he * | foe 
ey Et 6 bate for sn study as -attained my aduinistering the. EPPS. ‘test to all. 
a ae subjects under seonsatie conditions. AN subjects: were graded lagi vidual ly Grits. ok 
. » ws 


oan and. ‘scored on the. norms created by’ ‘ris: (1959) for College level students. 
iba were. placed into classifications based. ‘on the. total, raw and percénti le : 
Scores.” Each af ‘the % ‘personal fey’ variables were. tabulated to- provide: arange 


ie “seohe'g the range, score represented the Ae score vs. lowest score attained. 


. ap oe 
. ts. : - ‘Scores were gasstited. ‘inder ‘the: foi lowing: criteria: High scores’ - any scores: 


wo: above: ‘ oft payhat ity ‘variable: (2) Normal _score - any score’ between 40 ~ 595 


Ma al ~ G3). Low score + * oy score from 0 - nae / 4 . foe: . ‘ ; : > 


L ri Evidence Yor the ‘first ropes wal attained by commun total, scores. for. e 4 


‘attained by sheen the gerlvise ¢ from t e Gen-tcrtvine mean score.. Table. 1. 
“provides the 15 traits alk. the raw, ; pertentase, and mean ‘scores: Ase Table )- | ae 
"Edwards? “Manuel. (4959), indicates, that- the. Standard deviation used ‘on Col lege t 
oe —tevet students ° ‘is four points over the Fiftetin needs variables. He also suggested 
; “that a difference of four points: - oF more ~ - on wi of Fifteen wads is clintcatly, 
signi fleant.. Using Edwards ' "reste ot ‘of four ints = 2 mean. of separating dali 
and minor differences, “analysis of dats from “ths able, indicates: littlestf any 
; differerice between ‘Faw-scofes and mean “shored... Some, di ferences were ‘noted on- . 


percentage and mean ditterenses ‘tatwasen lowest raw scores. for activist (6). -and non- 


i aS activist group (5). Highest rie score for activist was 19 vs. 7 fot RORCREEAVIARE 


“and average raw score. 9.6 for activist : vs. 10: for non-activist. The difference” of 
‘ PA 


ye ; . ean scores between the two. gréups was 1 point, a 6. to activist vs. 10. 6 soncageiist 
- The areas: where ‘differences were” indicated was ‘percentage. of scores. 3 ip ate 


(Activist percentage was 45 and the non- revi grou was 50): The mean” 


—_—_——” sis, - #4 
‘ difference suggested a 4-point variation ‘between each: personal ity character~ Se 


. 


“istie, which is clinically significant. A difference in scoring patterns: . 


4 “on straits such as Heterosexual ity, Aggression, Dominance, succorencey Affi tt uae, 


i 
| % my, OS ‘ 


t 74 ee , . . 4 Fad PY 


”- _¢ \ - ; 
: : ny 6 i ‘ = ° = 
Mean scores for activist and non-activist students. - 
cia o oot J oe eae ott a = 
en te ee TST -NON-ACTIVIST 
. ter » RAW MEAN . RAW MEAN = MEA nen mee 
ge score “SCORE ~SCORE: SCORE SCORE SCORE DIFFERENCE 
- 1, Achievement 17 18 | 8 “12 3 yp wp 
2 ~Deference = aT 
eo A ; . P 1 
' . 3. Order 


ous : 

kh. Exhibitio 

(“+ §, Autonomy 
2.6 AFFIl lation 


. one 7. Intraception . 
. 8. _Suecorance 
- 9. Dominance me 
cs. 10, Abagenent ©? 


1. Nurturance 
_ 12. Change’ 
13... Endurance 


: pie wi 
? at hg e 


14, Heterosexual ity: » 


4.) 15. Aggresston 
: Mean Score - C 
830 N= 30, : 
Computation utilized Edwards (1959) ‘College level norms. . 


fog 


-e! a tlon and Achievement were Indleate, wi th the average difference being 8 


* points. Rated upon the ats col leeted, Hypothesis. Vis unproven, and Is null 


ie A sess siesta A ler SS 


and vold. Wore df scussion « of ‘this data will be ‘presented under fiypothests 


2 ‘and in the alscussion section. i ig OS Ge 


"ar ie Tables 2 and 3 were used to provide data for. sHevathusts 2. (See Table 


2, and Table 2 pioulaea a tralt frequency for (wit in haa 
variables. Table 3 provides a comparable study of the frequency of traits 

between activist and non-actlvist groups. More specifically, table 3 provides 

data on the three most frequency traits, 3 sia Sreguaniey traits, a mean score, a 


highest and lowest scores between these two. ‘groups. aa 7 P \ ~ 


me So ee Data analysis suggests that the activist group three most et po 
, » tralts were Dominant, Aggression, Deference, with the highest score B81 on ’ 


are oe re fp See } P 
-*. ,» Dominant.’ The mean score on the three most frequency traits was 76. / The three 
f Yeast frequency traits were Achievement, Affiliation, Exhibition, seh the 7. . 
lowest score being Exhibition. The méan of the three least frequency tralts 
? i 


was 8. The mean score between the two groups (76 vs. 8) indicate different - 


wy a ~ 
- 8 e 


frequency selections between the two groups. 
he The hnof-activist group data suggests that the three most Frequency 
_tralts were Endurance, Suctorance and BESets The highest score was "81 
“ tenaueancel with a mean score of 74. The 3 least frequency traits by the sits 
jnonmactivist: group were Change, Dominance and Agarasssion, Change received 
_ the lowest score. (10), the mean was. established at 12. 7 
° Table 4 data, was attained ‘by comput Itig Individual 
* scores on three traits (Dominance, Aggression and Affillation), then deter- 
S mining each trait mean score. Significant differences were noted in the 
“areas of high Liaabiat of, times over 60) and low scores (number of ‘times - 


*. below 40) between each group. For Instance, the activist group scored over. — 


. : os o “ : 10 


Pas hate . —— eee 


ns ; : 
ss Trait Frequency via Percentage Score 
See eH , ee eee SO ee ee = 
. ACTIVIST:  NONACTIVEST 
! : _  ‘Tralt > aearle of ° Trait ~ Rank of 
_ Frequency High Scores. Frequency High Scores: : = 
Achievement © 18 5 | nN 
'2. Deference ‘| 69° 0 . " 
«3. Order ho 3 = 
4. Exhibition 12 13 
5. Autonomy Ah 9° = 
6. Affiliation un : i 
%. ‘Intraception , | 36 “1h Oy 
8. Succorance | 25 oe 2 
: 9. Dominance 75 oe 2: | ° 
10. Abasenent | a ; el 7 
oa Nurturance 146 aa 
12. Change 28 “15 
13. Endurance = | 31 1 
? 1h. Heterosexual ity- 24 5 
a “8. Ypreain . 79 8 ’ 
= # % - ‘ 
7 N= 30 4 hie Ef N30 0S , 
_ Trait frequency was compiled by changing raw score to the percentage - 
according to tiaras manual. c : : i“ . : _ . 
, AB : 


3 
" ’ 


‘ 


Six most frequency traits between activist and non-activist group 
using perchentage score. 


Table 3_i, « 
SE e. 
‘3 most’ ~° 3 least 
frequent frequent Lowest. 


GROUP . traits traits: Score Score 
ACTIVIST Dominant - 81. Achievement 14 _ Dominant Exhibition. 


Aggression 79 | Affiliation 12 -.. 


Deference 69 |- Exhibition 12 


“a : , iP at 5 te * - = 


NON-ACTIVIST | Endurance 81 | Change YO. 


Y 


‘Suctorance 74 _}. Dominant 12 


Order 69 Aggression 14 


; 
Analysis of six traits for two groups (Hypothesis 2) 
: Table ry 7 . 
Highest ‘| Lowest Number of Number of 
8 Scores ‘| Mean ‘Scores. ’ Score times over 60] times under 40 
° ACTIVIST ; ee 
Aggression’ | -83 rT ee ne 46 0° 

“affitiation | 18 | 8 | 2k we | 8 7 

Dominance Br [49 89 65 , 4g -*0 
N=30 | | : ae | 

, ty 
NON-ACTIVIST he - : . ; - ‘ 
Aggression 15 | ay 31 ji Ae he ’ o 29 . 
Affiliation | 58 oa 73;-° | . 52 a 0 : 
Dominance 16 . 5 , ~4o eer | : 70 32 7 
N = 30 : ag 
6 “4 ° : 
. ge 
* 
# 

» 
; : oe bite. gt 


\ 


eae a a "es. is ok 


60 on Aggresston 46 times and Dominance 4g, the non-activist did not score ° 


~~ over 60, one stngle time. In retrospect, the activist scored under 40 ‘only | 
“7 times while nonragtivist scored under 4Q 61 times on these three personality 


_tralts (Aggresston, Affiliation, Dominance). . ow * fee ee 


Data from tables 2,3 and 4 suggest a very, definite scoring pattern oe 
bases +: eh 


between these two groups;of students. Salient differences were noted in s r 


ws 


“tralt frequency, mean, high vs. low scores on Aggression, Affiliation, 7, 


Dominance of each group. The activist viewed Dominant as the most frequent 

_tralt, while the non-activist choosd Endurance. ‘Data from tables 2) 3 and 4 i 
“eieperk: the hypothesis. that activist would score meer on Aggression, : - “gee 
Affiltation and ‘Dominance than the non-activist group. ~ a 


Table 5 provides Informavion for Hypothesis 3. This data was attained - ie 


by ‘determining individual scores for Abasement, Autonomy and Deference for 


_both groups, determining the mean remoering high ba ia scores and cet 


‘the number of times each group scored over 60. (high) or under 4o (low). 


The non-activist group performance on this chart ‘show that they scored 


over r 60 (high score), 134 times, ad never failed to’ score below 4O tn Achleve- 


ment, Autonomy or Deference. Thefr average score on these three traits was ; 
69 out of a possible 99, with the highest score (81) on Autonomy. Their a 
lowest score was Sh (normal) with the highest being (96) well above normal 

The activist group scoted above 60, 34 times and. below ho, 100 tines: - 
Their average score was At, with a highest score of 79 (deference) and lowest 
of 18 (ichinvesiant The activist group mean ‘score was 8, ‘compared to the 


& 


non-activist mean score of 16. _—" . 
Data from table 5 Suggests central differences between personality . 
traits of activist and non-activist SPORE: In particular, differences were: 


noted between the two groups mean ga (8 vs. 16), number t Imes. each écoréd ~*® 
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Analysis of stx tralts for_two-groups (Hypothesis 3). 


, ; . | Table 5 : | 


oe 


Number ‘of: 
times under 4¢ 


Number of 
times over 60 


Highest 
Scores , 


ACTIVIST 


a 
ee 


N = 30 . 
- .Achtevement ho. 
eo Autonomy ; 


Deference 


Sc 


: NON-ACTIVIST: - ; 
Pe Cee 
* es Achievement | 

; Autonomy - 


De ference , 
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“psychologically: more active. (healthier) than, the non-act vist group. These 


ares A 
over 60: (3h for activist, 134, non-activist): ‘number of tines under 40 “ea 


activist, 0 non-activist) on the thread tralts (Achievement, Autonomy,” > Wee a" 4 


"beference) formulated in Hypothesis 3. All the data compi lee from Hypothesis 


3 suggests sign fleant scoring patterns between the ‘activist and non-activise~ 


groups. Noreover, the data: supports Hypothests 3. i: that non-activist 


_ students wil score higher on Personal ity varlable such as Achievement, 


“Autonomy and defévencs, Shans activist students. 


DISCUSSION: 


‘Several conclus ns are warranted on, nthe basis of the analysis of the 


esearch data. ‘First, the data clearly shows that ‘degree. of activism or 


"extent of Invol venent ‘In the Black movement among Black col lege students Is 


z 


associated with personal ity characteristics. oe Is, the Black students! - 
typical and enduring ‘echani sm for- coping, adjusting, and relating to the 2s 


world is a meaning basis. for. understending tha” extent_of activism. 


Secondly, the results show the Black student. activists to be overall” 


~ 


‘results, then, clearly ‘contradict the often presented Melte raff" theory of 


activism. That: Is, shin: is a ‘current ‘proclivity. to conceive of Black” 


Student activists, generally,” as & group, of, maladjusted, ~tmpulsive, degenerate, . 


and "anarchistle™ youngsters... The treatment of activists as criminals, then, 


r 


Is a logleal sequel to’ such conceptubl ization. To the contrary,: these fasults 


indicate that psychological health, Is “assoclated with resistance " the well- 


documented oppression of Blacks tin AneFiea. Perhaps, then, Black student 
activism might be reconcélved as a reasonable response to "the reality of. 
oppression and’ Injustice. . - Q) 

More “specifically, ‘the fesults indicat that. the personality structere 


~ 


of the two ‘groups differs along severe Identiflable persoballty dinensions, es 


aa” 


. ’ 


First, ane groups differ in terms of s61f-concept. ‘Black activist Students 


‘have more positive self” esteem, more self-enhancing. ‘behavioral ly, and are more 


aware of: thelr motives. lt Is Inferred, based on seif-theory, that a person 


who concelves of himself negatively is. more Tikely. to scien soctal ‘conditions 


be a | 


cons Istent with his self definition. The activist. group “data suggests. that. 


* Fa 


- they are composed of ‘leaders, who have needs to arn ‘for their point of view,- 


“attack others ‘who have contrary views, and to tell others what _chey- think. = 


(Edward, 1959). - The non-activist was described as Individuals who prefer - 


to work hard on a task, keep at a Job unett fe ts finished and to have others 


“to provide help, and receive affection from others (Edward, " 1959). ef <i 


ie 
Using Edward's criterla of ‘needs, tthe. activist group appear* ‘to have 


supertor. ego strengths and a greater facul ity In coptng with a wide e variety 


of conflicts and stressful situations. 


*s. Another major personal ity dimens ton differentiating, Black activists from 


‘non-act ivist is the degree of ‘independence. Essentially, the research results 


depict the activist. as operating from a frame of reference. “That their ‘values: 


“are not "Introductions" rae others, but are Independently chosen. Fee DNer : ; 
, 
the one. single trait that Is highly significant ‘tn different tating the two 


r 


‘groups ts the level of self-abasenent. The activist scored 26, while ~_ 
nod Bettvint scored 6. Edward, ‘author of. EPPS, defines abasement as: 


etal guilty when one does something wrong. To accept blame when. 
things do.not go right, :to. feel personal pain and. misery suffered does’ 
more good than harm, to feel the need for punishment for. wrong doing, 

to feel better.when giving in and avoiding a fight than when having © 
one's own way.: “To feel the need for confession of errors.. To feel 
depressed by Inabf'Nty to handle situations, to feel timid tn the presense 
of ener to. sl afertor to other in most respects. 


stance. Interestingly, the EPPS manual Shows abasement to be negatively 
a 21 
ie 


¢ 


correlated with agoresston. Conceivably, then, the psychological Impatrment 
and IImited 290 strength of the non-activists: Suggest that their psychic. — ——-— 
aoe s energy. Is ut Ized In: naintataing themselves and therefore. they have cons Ider< é 
ee, ably jasé ei.ergy to invent in others. The non-activist low scores on aggressive. 
“trait Support the hypothesis. that they: process low: ego (or attacking) | SRI DIK ae to 
iin concivaton, the present ‘research provides scientific xeieagloe to: 

the isoue: of psychology of Black activist students.  Recsonay, Ma data . 
Suggests very Strongly that ee is-no psychopathology involved in Black : 
Movement ,- merely personality differences between those students who are 
Involved in protest sioner 


| e 


_RECOMMENDAT10NS ear « ; 

1 It Is hopeful that [results from this study can be used by- the faculty ; 
at Mount SAC, to understand the behavior patterns of Black students, 
tn, particular, Black activist students. 

2. Perhaps, data from this Study can be used to formulate new counseling 

, techniques for Black. aggressive students and those students demon- 
eg -strating poor. self concept. i i) © Wa 
3... Hopefully, thts study will be used as a alld; empirical Invest gation 
vie the ee chareetentaties ‘of Black students. Horeover, it 
is suggested that Black activism be viewed as a | personal ity var table 
‘(characteristicls ON 
*h, Finially, itis hopeful, the-present- direction may lead to the 
identification of psychological characteristics most sppropriate to 
the ‘struggle tor Black liberation. The present study, then, may “x 


<* 


vinwed as an Watetal step tn the development of a Black Psychology - = 


e 


more specifically, a psychology toward “understanding Black personal ity 
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‘1, ach Achievement: a do one’s best, to be suc- 
cessful, to accomplish tasks requiring skill and effort, 
to be a recognized authority, to accomplish something 
Of great significance, to do a difficult job well, to solve . 
difficult problems and puzzles, to be able to dg things 
..better than others, to write-a great novel-or play. < 

2. def Deference: To get suggestions from others, _ 
to find out what others think, to follow instructions 


SEE ad do what is expected, to praise others, to tell others 


that they have done a good job, to accept the leader- 
ship of others, to read about great men, to conform to 
custom and avoid the unconventional, to let others 
make decisions. : 

8. ord Order: To have written work neat and or- 
to make plans before starting on.a difficult 
to have things organized, to' keep things neat and 

“orderly, to make advance plans when taking a trip, to ‘ 
details of work, to keep letters and files ac- 


. oganize 
_ cording to some system, to have’ meals organized and | 


8 definite time for eating, to have things arranged so_ 
that they run smoothly without change. 

4. exh Exhibition: To say witty and clever things, 
to tell amusing jokes and stories, to talk about personal 
adventures and experiences, to have others notice and 
comment upon one’s appearance, to say things just to 
see what effect it will have on others, to talk about 

achievemenis, to be the center of attention, 


_ to use words that others do not know the meaning of, | 


to ask questions others cannot answer. 
5. aut Autonomy:.To be able to come and go as 


' desired, to say what one thinks about things, to be in- 


t of others in making decisions, to feel free 

to do what one wants, to do things that are unconven- 

tonal, to-avoid situations where one is expected to 

conform, to do things without regard to what others 

may think, to criticize those in positions of authority, 
Te avoid responsibilities and obligations. 

6. aff Affiliation: ‘To be loyal to friends, to partici- 
pate in friendly groups, to do things for ‘friends, | to 
form new friendships, to make as many friends as. 
possible, to share things with friends, to do things with 
friends rather than alone,:to form strong attachments, 
to write letters to friends~ - 

7. int Intraception: To analyze. one’s motives and 
feelings, to observe others, to understand how others 
feel about problems, to put one’s self in another's place, 
to judge people by why they do things rather than by 


what they do, to analyze the behavior of ‘others, to 


analyze the motives of others, -to predict how others 
will act. 

-8. sue Succorance; To have others provide help 
when in trouble, to seek encouragement from others, 


* tehave others be kindly, to have others be sympathetic 


and undesstanding about personal. problems, to receive 

a great deal of affection from others, to have others 

do faves cheerfully, to be helped by others when de- ~ 
| 2 


’ % ‘ ‘ 
1 


f] > - 


wt a, 


weal eatad: 
sessed to have others feel sorry. when one is sick, to:. 
have a fuss made over one when hurt. - 


9. dom Dominance: 


to be regarded by others as a leader, to be elected or 
appointed chairman of committees, to make group , 


others, to persuade and influence others to do what 


"one wants, to supervise and direct the actions of others, 


to tell others how to do ‘heir jobs. © 
10. aba Abasement: To feel guilty when one does | 
something wrong, to accept blame when things do not" 
go right, to feel that personal pain and misery suffered 
does more good than harm, to feel the need for punish- - 
ment for wrong doing, to feel better when giving in 


_ and avoiding a fight than when having one's own way, ° 


to feel the need for confession of errors, .to feel de- 


pressed by inability to handle situations, to fee) timid 


in the presence of superiors, to feel inferior to others 
in most respects. . : 

11. nur Nurturance: To help friends whe they are . 
in trouble, to assist others less fortunate, to treat others 
with kindness and sympathy, to forgive others, to do 
small favors for others, to be generous with others, to . 
sympathize with others who are hurt or sick, to show 
a great deal of affection toward others, to have others / 
confide in one about personal problems. . 


12. chg Change: To do new and different things, to 
travel, to meet new people, to experience novelty and 


.change in daily routine, to..experiment and try new 


things, to cat in new and different places, to try new 
and different jobs, to move about the country and live 
in different places, to “eo in new aes and. 
fashions. 

13. end Bitaeeity To keep at a job unti it is 
finished, to complete any job undertaken, to work hard 
at a task, to keep at a puzzle or problem until it is 
solved, to work ata single job before taking on others, 


To argue_for one's point of 
. View, to be a leader in groups to which one belongs, 


- decisions, to: settle arguments and disputes between -- 
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to stay up late working in order to get a job done, to Aaa 


put in Jong hours of work without distraction, to stick 


"at a problem even though it may scem as if no progress ” 
- is being made, to avoid being interrupted wuile at work, 


. 14. het Heterasexuslity: To go out with members 
of the opposite sex, to tngage in social activities with 
the opposite sex, to be in love with someone of the 
opposite sex, to kiss those of the opposite sex, to be: - 
regarded as physically. attractive by those of the op- 
posite sex, to participate in discussions. about sex, to 
read books and plays involving sex, to listen to or to 
tell jokes involving sex, to become sexually excited. 


o 


1S. agg Aggression: To attack contrary points of — 


view, to tell others what one thinks, about them, to 
criticize others publicly, to. make fum of others, to tell 


others off when disagrecing with them, to get revenge . . 


‘blame others 


for insults, to become angry, to 
ve sie eae ~aal 


things go wrong, to read newspaper 
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